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Remarks 

Applicant has carefully reviewed the application in light of the July 2, 2007 Office 
Action. For at least the reasons presented below, Applicant submits that the currently pending 
claims are allowable over the Examiner's rejections. Applicant therefore requests favorable 
action for this case. 



Section 102 Rejections 

The Examiner rejects claims 1-41 under 35 U.S.C. Section 102(e) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent Pub. No. 2004/0165012 naming Nelson et al. as inventors ("Nelson"). Detailed 
Action 3. Applicant disagrees. 

To anticipate a claim under § 102, a reference must teach each and every limitation of the 
claim. M.P.E.P. §2131. Furthermore, the elements in the reference must be arranged as the 
limitations in the claim. Id. Nelson, however, fails to teach all of the limitations in any of claims 
1-41 . Thus, Nelson fails to anticipate the claims. 

Claim 1, for example, is an independent claim that possesses limitations not taught by 
Nelson. Claim 1 recites: 

A method comprising: 

generating a one-dimensional navigation structure for an organization of 
information, the navigation structure comprising a plurality of elements, each 
element representing a portion of information; 

detecting a command indicating selection of one of the elements in the 
navigation structure; 

determining whether the selected element has at least one associated 
element; and 

if the selected element has at least one associated element, modifying the 
navigation structure by deleting the non-selected elements from the navigation 
structure and adding the elements associated with the selected element to the 
navigation structure. 

Nowhere, however, does Nelson disclose modifying a one-dimensional navigation structure 
having a number of elements by deleting non-selected elements from the navigation structure 
and adding elements associated with the selected element to the navigation structure. Quite to 
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the contrary, Nelson teaches a technique that allows a user to select an offset for cascading drop- 
down menus, 10; Abstract; FIGs. 3-4. In this technique, when a user selects an item on a 
parent menu 104 (e.g., by specifying an element after moving vertically down the menu), a child 
menu 310 is horizontally overlapped with the parent menu 104 according to the selected offset - 
compare Fig. 2 (prior art) with Fig. 3 (the invention). ^ 16. Thus, the parent menu, including its 
elements, continues to be shown. Fig. 3. Additionally, even if the child menu completely 
overlaps the parent menu, the parent menu, including at least some of its elements, may continue 
to be shown, and moreover, the selected element fails to be shown. Nelson therefore fails to 
teach the limitations of the claim, and Applicant requests that the Examiner withdraw the § 102 
rejection thereof. 

Claims 2-11 depend from claim 1 and, hence, contain all of its limitations, which have 
already been shown to distinguish over Nelson. These claims also contain additional limitations 
that Nelson fails to teach. 

For example, claim 4 specifies that a navigation portion comprises a horizontal 
navigation bar. Nelson, however, teaches a series of cascaded drop-down menus. See, e.g., Fig. 
3. Additionally, while Applicant notes the Examiner's assertion that Nelson allows horizontal 
motion to navigate elements, Detailed Action Tf 7, the horizontal motion is through the cascaded 
drop-down menus. Thus, Nelson fails to teach the limitations of this claim. 

As another example, claim 9 recites "detecting a command indicating selection of one of 
the added elements in the navigation structure . . . and if the selected added element has at least 
one associated element, modifying the navigation structure by deleting the non-selected added 
elements from the navigation structure and adding the elements associated with the selected 
added element to the navigation structure." But again, Nelson fails to disclose modifying a 
navigation structure by deleting non-selected elements from the navigation structure and adding 
elements associated with the selected added element to the navigation structure, much less 
modifying the navigation structure by deleting non-selected added elements from the navigation 
structure and adding elements associated with the selected added element to the navigation 
structure. Applicant notes the Examiner's assertion regarding this claim, Id. If 12, but the 
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Examiner's underlying premise (i.e., that something like this happens when the offset is 0%) is 
improper at least because there would be no selected added element in the navigation structure in 
this situation. Thus, Nelson fails to teach the limitations of this claim. 

As a further example, claim 1 1 recites "detecting a command indicating selection of a 
previously selected element in the navigation structure; and modifying the navigation structure 
by deleting elements added after the selected previously selected element from the navigation 
structure and adding elements associated with the selected previously selected element to the 
navigation structure." Nowhere, however, does Nelson disclose anything regarding responding 
to a command indicating selection of a previously selected navigation structure element. 
Additionally, Nelson certainly does not disclose adding elements associated with a previously 
selected navigation structure element. Applicant notes the Examiner's assertion regarding this 
claim, Id. If 14, but the Examiner's underlying premise (i.e., that something like this happens 
when the offset is 0%) is improper at least because there would be no previously selected 
element to select in this situation. Thus, Nelson fails to teach the limitations of claim 14. 

For at least these reasons, and for the reasons given with respect to claim 1, Applicant 
submits that Nelson fails to teach all of the limitations of any of claims 2-11. Applicant therefore 
requests the Examiner to withdraw the § 102 rejection of these claims. 

Claim 12 is another independent claim, and contains limitations analogous to those of 
claim 1. For at least the reasons expressed with respect to that claim therefore, claim 12 is also 
distinguishable over Nelson. Applicant therefore requests the Examiner to withdraw the § 102 
rejection of claim 12. 

Claims 13-20 depend from claim 12 and, hence, contain all of its limitations, which have 
already been shown to distinguish over Nelson. Additionally, for at least the reasons given with 
respect to claims 2-11, claims 13-20 also contain additional limitations that Nelson fails to teach. 
For at least these reasons, Applicant requests the Examiner to withdraw the § 102 rejection of 
these claims. 

Claim 21 is an additional independent claim that contains limitations analogous to those 
of claim 1 . For at least the reasons expressed with respect to that claim therefore, claim 21 is 
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also distinguishable over Nelson. Applicant therefore requests the Examiner to withdraw the § 
102 rejection of this claim. 

Claims 22-28 depend from claim 21 and, hence, contain all of its limitations, which have 
already been shown to distinguish over Nelson. Additionally, for at least the reasons given with 
respect to claims 2-11, claims 22-28 also contain additional limitations that Nelson fails to teach. 
For at least these reasons, Applicant requests the Examiner to withdraw the § 102 rejection of 
these claims. 

Claim 29 is another independent claim. Claim 29 also contains limitations analogous to 
those of claim 1 . For at least the reasons expressed with respect to claim 1 therefore, claim 29 is 
also distinguishable over Nelson. Applicant therefore requests the Examiner to withdraw the § 
102 rejection of this claim. 

Claims 30-35 depend from claim 29 and, hence, contain all of its limitations, which have 
already been shown to distinguish over Nelson. Additionally, for at least the reasons given with 
respect to claims 2-11, claims 30-35 also contain additional limitations that Nelson fails to teach. 
For at least these reasons, Applicant requests the Examiner to withdraw the § 102 rejection of 
these claims. 

Claim 36 is an additional independent claim that contains limitations analogous to those 
of claim 1. For at least the reasons expressed with respect to that claim therefore, claim 36 is 
also distinguishable over Nelson. Applicant therefore requests the Examiner to withdraw the § 
102 rejection of this claim. 

Claims 37-40 depend from claim 36 and, hence, contain all of its limitations, which have 
already been shown to distinguish over Nelson. Additionally, for at least the reasons given with 
respect to claims 2-11, claims 37-40 also contain additional limitations that Nelson fails to teach. 
For at least these reasons, Applicant requests the Examiner to withdraw the § 102 rejection of 
these claims. 

Claim 41 is another independent claim containing limitations not taught by Nelson. 
Claim 41 contains limitations analogous to those in claims 1, 9, and 1 1 . For at least the reasons 
given with respect to those claims therefore, claim 41 also contains limitations not taught by 
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Nelson. For at least these reasons, Applicant requests the Examiner to withdraw the § 102 
rejection of this claim. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant submits that a good faith effort has been made to advance the prosecution of 
this application and that the application is allowable over the rejections expressed in the Office 
Action. Applicant therefore requests favorable action for this case. If, however, any issues exist 
that may be advanced by telephone conference, Applicant requests that the Examiner contact its 
below-listed attorney. 

Applicant believes that all of the Examiner's objections and rejections to the application 
have been addressed. Thus, Applicant's failure to address any objections or rejections should not 
be taken as acquiescence to any finding of the Examiner. Moreover, Applicant's arguments 
herein against the Examiner's findings should not be construed as Applicant's only basis for 
countering the findings. Applicant has made these arguments to illustrate the errors in the 
Examiner's findings and to expeditiously move the case forward. 

Applicant does not believe that this paper requires any adjustment in fees. If, however, 
Applicant is mistaken, please apply any charges or credits to deposit account 06-1050. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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